Brian Czech correctly asserts that the ultimate factors threatening biodiversity are the continuing growth of the human population and our resource-consumptive economies. Indeed, this realization spurred the formation of conservation biology as a discipline (Soulé 1985) . However, Czech's criticisms of our study of endangered species recovery plans are misdirected and counterproductive to our common conservation goals.
In our article (Boersma et al. 2001) , we reported key results of a much larger study that evaluated endangered species recovery plans and developed recommendations to improve these plans. The Endangered Species Act (ESA) is the safety net for preventing the extinction of species in the United States. Recovery plans developed under the ESA represent one of the best tools currently available-if not the single one-for guiding recovery of threatened and endangered species. By quantifying and comparing the contents and characteristics of these plans, we sought to identify and recommend specific improvements to these "blueprints" for recovery. We would not call these efforts "superfluous science." Having worked closely with the US Fish and Wildlife Service, we think our findings are "politically feasible" and practical.
Recovery plans can be important and useful guides to successful species recovery. Still, neither the ESA nor its recovery plans can directly stem the tide and consequences of our burgeoning population. That is a matter of political will. It took all of human history for the human population to reach 2 billion in 1930. Now, just some 70 years later, our population has tripled to more than 6 billion. At the same time, resource consumption, particularly in industrialized countries, has grown even more rapidly-per capita consumption has doubled since 1970. Recent projections suggest that the human population may eventually reach between 8 billion and 12 billion (UNFPA 2001) . Even the most optimistic projections predict continued population growth to 9 billion by 2070 before it falls back to 8 billion (Lutz et al. 2001) .
This "success" of the human species has already had dramatic and unprecedented consequences for our environment, ranging from extirpation of species to global climate change (Soulé 1991 , IPCC 2001a , 2001b . Barring catastrophic reduction of human abundance and resource consumption, these problems will Letters only intensify as the human population continues to grow over the next century. Thus, conservation biologists must necessarily work to "reverse downward trends in the populations of endangered species while the world experiences an upward trend in the human population and its collective impact" (Boersma et al. 2001, p. 648) .
Scientists do have a responsibility to inform and educate the public about the environmental consequences of human population growth and consumption, but we cannot dictate the solution. We can, however, apply science to improve efficient use of available resources under the current socioeconomic and political systems. In this latter capacity, our study recommends improvements to recovery plans-one place where science merges with political will to forestall species extinctions and preserve a biological future.
